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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-21 have been considered. Claims 1, 3, 7, and 15 have been amended as per 
Applicant's request. 

Papers Submitted 

2. It is hereby acknowledged that the following papers have been received and placed of 
record in the file: Amendment as received on 02 February 2006. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Thomas, Jr., 
U.S. Patent Number 5,535,346 (herein referred to as Thomas). 

5. Referring to claim 1, Thomas has taught a method comprising in a processor which has a 
future file (Thomas Abstract, lines 6-9; column 1, line 54 to column 2, line 4; column 2, lines 12- 
19 and 23-51; column 4, lines 51-58; column 7, lines 9-49; column 8, lines 14-27; column 8, line 
53 to column 9, line 20; Figure 3, Figure 5; Figure 6; and Figure 7) and which is capable of 
restoring two or more registers of the future file in a single clock cycle (Thomas Abstract, lines 
6-9; column 1, line 54 to column 2, line 4; column 2, lines 12-19 and 23-51; column 4, lines 51- 
58; column 7, lines 9-49; column 8, lines 14-27; column 8, line 53 to column 9, line 20; Figure 3, 
Figure 5; Figure 6; and Figure 7). Thomas has not explicitly taught restoring two or more 
registers of the future file over more than one clock cycle when a termination occurs in the 
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processor. However, Thomas has disclosed in column 2, lines 12-19 a future file that "requires 
numerous cycles to correct its data in the event of an exception" but has a faster lookup for 
operand data and a future file that "requires only one cycle to correct the data stored in the future 
file in the event of an exception" but has a slower lookup for operand data. This would have 
suggested to a person of ordinary skill in the art to create a future file that incorporates both 
advantages. Then the device would benefit from both advantages dependent on the condition of 
the system. The future file would have faster exception handling and slower look-ups for data 
operands when there is a higher chance of an exception and fewer look-ups, but would have 
faster look-ups for data operands and slower exception handling when there is more look-ups and 
lower chance of an exception. 

6. Referring to claim 2, Thomas has taught wherein the processor is a pipelined processor 
(Thomas Abstract, lines 6-9; column 1, line 54 to column 2, line 4; column 2, lines 12-19 and 23- 
51; column 4, lines 51-58; column 7, lines 9-49; column 8, lines 14-27; column 8, line 53 to 
column 9, line 20; Figure 3, Figure 5; Figure 6; and Figure 7). 

7. Referring to claim 3, Thomas has taught wherein restoring two or more registers of the 
future file comprises updating two or more speculative registers in the future file with 
architectural values (Thomas Abstract, lines 6-9; column 1, line 54 to column 2, line 4; column 
2, lines 12-19 and 23-51; column 4, lines 51-58; column 7, lines 9-49; column 8, lines 14-27; 
column 8, line 53 to column 9, line 20; Figure 3, Figure 5; Figure 6; and Figure 7). 

8. Referring to claim 7, Thomas has taught an apparatus comprising: 

a. A control unit coupled to a first set of registers, a second set of registers and a 
pipeline (Thomas Abstract, lines 6-9; column 1, line 54 to column 2, line 4; 
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column 2, lines 12-19 and 23-51; column 4, lines 51-58; column 7, lines 9-49; 
column 8, lines 14-27; column 8, line 53 to column 9, line 20; Figure 3, Figure 5; 
Figure 6; and Figure 7), 
b. The control unit adapted to restoring two or more registers of the first set of 
registers with data contained in the second set of registers in one clock" cycle 
(Thomas Abstract, lines 6-9; column 1, line 54 to column 2, line 4; column 2 5 
lines 12-19 and 23-51; column 4, lines 51-58; column 7, lines 9-49; column 8, 
lines 14-27; column 8, line 53 to column 9 5 line 20; Figure 3, Figure 5; Figure 6; 
and Figure 7). 

9. Thomas has not explicitly taught restore two or more registers of the first set of registers 
with data contained in the second set of registers over more than one clock cycle following a 
termination of an instruction in the pipeline. However, Thomas has disclosed in column 2, lines 
12-19 a future file that "requires numerous cycles to correct its data in the event of an exception" 
but has a faster lookup for operand data and a future file that "requires only one cycle to correct 
the data stored in the future file in the event of an exception" but has a slower lookup for operand 
data. This would have suggested to a person of ordinary skill in the art to create a future file that 
incorporates both advantages. Then the device would benefit from both advantages dependent 
on the condition of the system. The future file would have faster exception handling and slower 
look-ups for data operands when there is a higher chance of an exception and fewer look-ups, but 
would have faster look-ups for data operands and slower exception handling when there is more 
look-ups and lower chance of an exception. 
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10. Referring to claim 8, Thomas has taught wherein each register in the second set of 
registers is associated respectively with a register in the first set of registers (Thomas Abstract, 
lines 6-9; column 1, line 54 to column 2 5 line 4; column 2, lines 12-19 and 23-51; column 4, lines 
51-58; column 7, lines 9-49; column 8, lines 14-27; column 8, line 53 to column 9, line 20; 
Figure 3, Figure 5; Figure 6; and Figure 7). 

1 1 . Referring to claim 1 5, Thomas has taught a system comprising: 

a. A static random access memory device (Thomas column 3, lines 14-28; column 4, 
lines 51-58; and Figure 1); 

b. A processor coupled to the static random access memory device (Thomas column 
3, lines 14-28; column 4, lines 51-58; and Figure 1), wherein the processor 
includes a first set of registers, a second set of registers, a pipeline (Thomas 
Abstract, lines 6-9; column 1, line 54 to column 2, line 4; column 2, lines 12-19 
and 23-51; column 4, lines 51-58; column 7, lines 9-49; column 8, lines 14-27; 
column 8, line 53 to column 9, line 20; Figure 3, Figure 5; Figure 6; and Figure 7) 
and a control unit adapted to restoring the first set of registers with values in the 
second set of registers in one clock cycle (Thomas Abstract, lines 6-9; column 1, 
line 54 to column 2, line 4; column 2, lines 12-19 and 23-51; column 4, lines 51- 
58; column 7, lines 9-49; column 8, lines 14-27; column 8, line 53 to column 9, 
line 20; Figure 3, Figure 5; Figure 6; and Figure 7). 

12. Thomas has not explicitly taught restore two or more of the registers in the first set of 
registers with values in the second set of registers over more than one clock cycle if a 
termination occurs in the pipeline. However, Thomas has disclosed in column 2, lines 12-19 a 
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future file that "requires numerous cycles to correct its data in the event of an exception" but has 
a faster lookup for operand data and a future file that "requires only one cycle to correct the data 
stored in the future file in the event of an exception" but has a slower lookup for operand data. 
This would have suggested to a person of ordinary skill in the art to create a future file that 
incorporates both advantages. Then the device would benefit from both advantages dependent 
on the condition of the system. The future file would have faster exception handling and slower 
look-ups for data operands when there is a higher chance of an exception and fewer look-ups, but 
would have faster look-ups for data operands and slower exception handling when there is more 
look-ups and lower chance of an exception. 

13. Referring to claims 4, 9, and 16, Thomas has taught wherein more than one clock cycle 
comprises two clock cycles (Thomas Abstract, lines 6-9; column 1, line 54 to column 2, line 4; 
column 2, lines 12-19 and 23-51; column 4, lines 51-58; column 7, lines 9-49; column 8, lines 
14-27; column 8, line 53 to column 9, line 20; Figure 3, Figure 5; Figure 6; and Figure 7). 

14. Referring to claims 5, 10, and 17, Thomas has taught wherein more than one clock cycle 
comprises three clock cycles (Thomas Abstract, lines 6-9; column 1, line 54 to column 2, line 4; 
column 2, lines 12-19 and 23-51; column 4, lines 51-58; column 7, lines 9-49; column 8, lines 
14-27; column 8, line 53 to column 9, line 20; Figure 3, Figure 5; Figure 6; and Figure 7). 

15. Referring to claims 6, 12, and 19, Thomas has taught wherein the processor is a pipelined 
processor and more than one clock cycle comprises a number of clock cycles required to flush 
the processor (Thomas Abstract, lines 6-9; column 1, line 54 to column 2, line 4; column 2, lines 
12-19 and 23-51; column 4, lines 51-58; column 7, lines 9-49; column 8, lines 14-27; column 8, 
line 53 to column 9, line 20; Figure 3, Figure 5; Figure 6; and Figure 7). In regards to Thomas, 
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in order for the restoring of the future file due to a misprediction to be effective, the pipeline 
must be flushed as well. 

16. Referring to claims 1 1 and 18, Thomas has taught wherein the control unit is further 
adapted to flush the pipeline following the termination of the instruction in the pipeline (Thomas 
Abstract, lines 6-9; column 1, line 54 to column 2, line 4; column 2, lines 12-19 and 23-51; 
column 4, lines 51-58; column 7, lines 9-49; column 8, lines 14-27; column 8, line 53 to column 
9, line 20; Figure 3, Figure 5; Figure 6; and Figure 7). In regards to Thomas, in order for the 
restoring of the future file due to a misprediction to be effective, the pipeline must be flushed as 
well. 

17. Referring to claims 13 and 20, Thomas has taught the control unit further adapted to 
restore at least one register in the first set of registers after the pipeline has been flushed (Thomas 
Abstract, lines 6-9; column 1, line 54 to column 2, line 4; column 2, lines 12-19 and 23-51; 
column 4, lines 51-58; column 7, lines 9-49; column 8, lines 14-27; column 8, line 53 to column 
9, line 20; Figure 3, Figure 5; Figure 6; and Figure 7). In regards to Thomas, in order for the 
restoring of the future file due to a misprediction to be effective, the pipeline must be flushed as 
well. 

18. Referring to claims 14 and 21, Thomas has taught wherein the pipeline is an X-stage 
pipeline, the control unit adapted to restore the first set of registers with data contained in the 
second set of registers over X-N clock cycles or fewer, following a termination of an instruction 
in an Nth stage of the pipeline (Thomas Abstract, lines 6-9; column 1, line 54 to column 2, line 
4; column 2, lines 12-19 and 23-51; column 4, lines 51-58; column 7, lines 9-49; column 8, lines 
14-27; column 8, line 53 to column 9, line 20; Figure 3, Figure 5; Figure 6; and Figure 7). 
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Response to Arguments 

19. Applicant's arguments filed 02 February 2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues in essence on pages 6-8 

The mere identification, that in the prior art, two known schemes have offsetting 
^ advantages and disadvantages is by no means a suggestion to combine them, as 
such a suggestion must include the suggestion that such a combination will work. 
Furthermore, the explicit statement that two competing schemes exist suggests 
that merely combining them is not possible, or at least not trivial, for if it were, 
there would be no need to identify competing schemes as 'compromises.' (col. 2, 
11. 10-11) There is no indication in Thomas that it is even possible to combine the 
two future file types mentioned in the background, no indication of how such a 
combination would be accomplished, and no indication that such a combination 
would somehow achieve both advantages while losing both disadvantages. The 
coincidence that Thomas talks about both schemes, and never mentions 
combining them, shows that the combination was not obvious. 

20. This has not been found persuasive. Te argument seems to suggest that the combination 
of the two schemes is not taught in Thomas. The reference does not need to teach the 
combination be taught in Thomas. A combination rejection is what the two would have 
suggested to a person of ordinary skill in the art. In response to applicant's argument that the two 
combinations will be accomplished, the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a 
secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor 
is it that the claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. 
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Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those 
of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). In 
addition, the arguments seem to suggest that the combination must be obvious to Thomas, which 
was written in 1994. However, a combination rejection is based upon what would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art in 2001, at the time applicant's invention was 
made. Please see for more information In re Leonard R. Kahn (CAFC, 04-1616, 3/22/2006). 

Conclusion 

21 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. De Wit, U.S. Patent Number 5,629,698, and Mote, Jr., U.S. Patent Number 
5,654,929 teach reduction of load voltage spans over multiple clock cycles. 

22. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aimee J. Li whose telephone number is (571) 272-4169. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-T 7:30am-5 :00pm. 

23. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (571) 272-4162. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

24. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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